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Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator
from Illinois for yielding. Before pro-
ceeding to his amendment, I would like
to commend the Senator from Michi-
gan and the Senator from Illinois for
their comments about the great leader-
ship of Rosa Parks to the civil rights
movement, and to associate myself
with those comments.

I thank the Senator from Illinois.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2006

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 3010, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3010) making appropriations
for the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2006 and for other purposes.

Pending:

Specter amendment No. 2197, to reduce ad-
ministrative costs in the Centers for Med-
icaid and Medicare Services.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

AMENDMENT NO. 2197

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I move
to vitiate the yeas and nays on amend-
ment No. 2197 and proceed to adopt the
amendment by voice vote at this time.
I cleared this matter with Senator
HARKIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 2197.

The amendment (No. 2197) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, before
Senator DURBIN begins, may I again re-
mind my colleagues at the conclusion
of this debate, which I would expect to
be somewhere in the nature of 20 min-
utes, we will proceed to a rollcall vote.
We expect it to be 15 and 5, limited to
20 minutes, and then we are anxious to
have other amendments offered to pro-
ceed at that time.

Mr. DURBIN. Would the chairman
yield for a question?

Mr. SPECTER. I do.

Mr. DURBIN. I say to the chairman,
I believe this amendment may be non-
controversial. I do not know if there
will be any time taken in opposition to
the amendment. I would certainly be
prepared to agree at 10:45 the vote
would take place, if that would be ap-
propriate, and then I would explain the
amendment.
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Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator
from Illinois for that statement. Per-
haps we ought to just formalize it in a
unanimous consent agreement that the
vote will occur at 10:45.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2196

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to set aside any

pending amendment and call up
amendment No. 2196, which is filed at
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2196.

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of Health

and Human Services to submit to Congress

a plan for changing the numerical identi-

fier used to identify medicare beneficiaries

under the medicare program)

After section 221, insert the following:

SEC. 222. Not later than June 30, 2006, the
Secretary of Health and Human Services
shall prepare and submit to Congress a re-
port outlining—

(1) a detailed plan for expeditiously chang-
ing the numerical identifier used to identify
medicare beneficiaries under the medicare
program so that a beneficiary’s social secu-
rity account number is no longer displayed
on the identification card issued to the bene-
ficiary under such program or on any expla-
nation of medicare benefits mailed to the
beneficiary; and

(2) the costs of implementing such plan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, accord-
ing to the Federal Trade Commission,
identity theft is the fastest growing
crime in America, striking 27.3 million
Americans who have been victims in
the last 5 years. Not only is identity
theft increasing, it is becoming more
expensive.

Several years ago, I received a phone
call from a credit agency at my home
in Springfield, IL. They said: Richard
Durbin, we knew that we would finally
catch up with you.

I said: What are you talking about?

They said: It is your credit card
charges with a major chain of stores
that were incurred in Denver, CO.

I said: I didn’t incur any credit card
charges.

It turned out my identity had been
stolen. It took some time, and I finally
got it straightened out, but I was one
of the lucky ones.

Today’s victims of identity theft
spend an average of $1,400 in out-of-
pocket expenses to remedy their situa-
tion, an increase of 85 percent from
years past.

A recent survey indicates that iden-
tity theft cost Americans $52.6 billion
in 2004—much of it accrued by busi-
nesses forced to write-off fraudulent
charges.
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According to the Federal Trade Com-
mission, seniors are more vulnerable to
fraud than other demographic groups.

In 2004, consumers over the age of 50
reported $152 million in fraud losses to
the FTC, which is likely only a small
fraction of the fraud that took place.

A Social Security number is a key
for an identity thief. With it, he or she
can open a new credit card or bank ac-
count, as well as access existing ac-
counts.

One of the main actions Federal,
State and local governments instruct
you to take in protecting yourself from
identity theft is guarding your Social
Security number.

Many States and local governments
have gone further to protect their citi-
zens. Twelve States have passed laws
restricting the use of Social Security
numbers, including Illinois where pri-
vate insurers are prohibited from using
Social Security numbers as patient
identifiers.

Meanwhile, the Federal Government
continues to print Social Security
numbers on Medicare cards, leaving 40
million seniors with their Social Secu-
rity numbers in plain sight.

Almost one-third of identity thieves
get access to your personal informa-
tion by stealing your wallet, check-
book or credit card.

If a senior’s wallet is stolen, access
to a Social Security number would be
simple. Just look on their Medicare
card.

Walter Hornby from Bartlett, IL
wrote to me to tell me about what he
calls a ‘‘Catch-22 situation.” After he
fell victim to identity theft, he was ad-
vised never to carry anything in his
wallet that includes his Social Secu-
rity number.

Mr. Hornby wrote:

All Medicare cards have Social Security
numbers emblazoned on them in large print.
I am sure many seniors carry their cards
with them as proof of insurance, leaving
them open to identity theft.

Mr. Hornby called CMS and the So-
cial Security Administration, but was
told it would ‘‘take an act of Congress
to correct this situation.” That is why
we are here today.

According to a recent poll by the
AARP, most seniors agree with Mr.
Hornby. What is the percent of adults
over the age of 50 who want Social Se-
curity numbers to appear on various
documents? They asked of these sen-
iors, How about Medicare cards? Yes, 25
percent; no, 70 percent. Seniors get it.
They understand their vulnerability,
but they don’t know which way to
turn. You need a Medicare card if you
go to a hospital or provider. They want
to have easy access, but there sits their
Social Security number which could
turn out making them vulnerable to
identity theft.

A reporter asked a CMS spokesperson
about whether the agency plans to
change beneficiary identity numbers as
a result of the rise of identity theft
from seniors, and here is what he said:

We’re looking at all sorts of alternatives,
but right now our greatest priority is imple-
menting the prescription drug program. We
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continue to recommend treating your Social
Security card like a credit card.

That is a good recommendation. But
if you lose your wallet or your purse,
you know what might happen. When
seniors write to CMS asking to have
their Social Security number removed
from Medicare documents, CMS sends a
reply:

Medicare is required to protect individual
privacy and confidentiality in accordance
with applicable laws.

CMS is passing the buck. The buck
stops here. It stops in Congress. We are
abiding by the current law, they say,
and that is good enough. But it really
is not good enough.

BoB FILNER is a Congressman from
San Diego, and he is a person with
whom I worked and respect very much.
He was attentive to this issue and
raised it in consideration of this appro-
priations bill in the House. Congress-
man FILNER said, in very simple and
straightforward language: No money
can be spent on this bill to further
issue these Medicare cards that contain
Social Security numbers.

The amendment passed with a strong
bipartisan vote. But if you look at it,
we are afraid that perhaps it went too
far—in the right direction but maybe
too far. The CMS said there is no way
they could cut off immediately the
issuance of these cards. So we are
placed in a difficult position. We know
the problem, and we want to correct it.
Cutting off funds and trying to do it
immediately may be something that is
just unmanageable and cannot be
achieved.

My amendment would require the
CMS to send a report to Congress by
the end of next June outlining how the
agency will expeditiously go about
changing the system of patient identi-
fiers and how much it will cost. We put
the CMS on notice that this is a prob-
lem they need to help us solve. They
can’t pass the buck off to another year
and another year of possible identity
theft for so many senior citizens.

It is time for the Federal Govern-
ment to step up the fight against iden-
tity theft. We have it in our power to
make it much harder for identity
thieves who hurt our Nation’s seniors,
and I commend amendment No. 2196,
which I have introduced at this point,
to all my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle and ask for their bipartisan
support.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Illinois is a good amendment.
What has happened here is that the
House-passed version of the bill re-
quires the Centers for Medicaid and
Medicare Services to remove Social Se-
curity numbers immediately in order
to prevent identity theft. When the
Senator from Illinois outlines the prob-
lems on identity theft, he is exactly
right. The Judiciary Committee, on
which both Senator DURBIN and I sit,
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has legislation pending now to deal
with identity theft in a comprehensive
way. But the substance of what Sen-
ator DURBIN seeks is very sound.

CMS has advised that it is impossible
to administer the House-passed amend-
ment in its present form, which would
require immediate removal. The
amendment offered by the Senator
from Illinois is a compromise to
achieve greater protection against
identity theft. It essentially calls for a
study to give us an opportunity to
work it out in a way that CMS can
handle. I think the amendment is a
good one, and it is agreeable to this
side of the aisle as well.

We are going to proceed to a vote—
candidly, so we can get some focus of
attention on this bill. Our staffs have
called around to the offices of all Sen-
ators seeking amendments. We have a
long list of prospective amendments,
but our experience has been that unless
we have a vote where Senators come to
the well of the Senate, which gives the
managers an opportunity to talk to the
many Senators who have stated an in-
terest in offering an amendment—un-
less we proceed in that way, that we
have protracted quorum calls without
any amendments being offered.

So as previously announced, at 10:45,
by the unanimous consent agreement,
we will proceed to a vote. Again, I re-
peat, it will be a 20-minute vote: 15
minutes under the rule, and a limited
extension of 5 minutes.

We have 2 minutes until the 10:45
vote is scheduled. In the interim, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. The clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Alabama (Mr. SHELBY).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE)
is necessarily absent.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 267 Leg.]

The

YEAS—98
Akaka Bayh Boxer
Alexander Bennett Brownback
Allard Biden Bunning
Allen Bingaman Burns
Baucus Bond Burr
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Byrd Grassley Murray
Cantwell Gregg Nelson (FL)
Carper Hagel Nelson (NE)
Chafee Harkin Obama
Chambliss Hatch Pryor
Clinton Hutchison Reed
Coburn Inhofe Reid
Cochran Inouye Roberts
goﬂa‘man ?a%lf(so; Rockefeller
ollins effords

Conrad Johnson ::ﬁzcii m
Cornyn Kennedy S

X arbanes
Craig Kerry Schumer
Crapo Kohl .
Dayton Kyl Ses§1ons
DeMint Landrieu Smith
DeWine Lautenberg Snowe
Dodd Leahy Specter
Dole Levin Stabenow
Domenici Lieberman Stevens
Dorgan Lincoln Sununu
Durbin Lott Talent
Ensign Lugar Thomas
Enzi Martinez Thune
Feingold McCain Vitter
Feinstein McConnell Voinovich
Frist Mikulski Warner
Graham Murkowski Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Corzine Shelby

The amendment (No. 2196) was agreed
to.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank my col-
leagues for the promptness on that
vote. The report was made to cut off
the vote at 1 minute 6 seconds in excess
of the 20 minutes, which is pretty good
for voting in this Senate. We will hold
the votes to 20 minutes.

We have the Senator from Massachu-
setts lined up to offer an amendment
on Pell grants. We anticipate voting on
it at 2:15, but they will have time be-
fore the customary adjournment at
12:30 for the policy luncheons to start
debate on another amendment.

I have talked to a number of Sen-
ators about offering an amendment if
that opportunity presents itself. We do
want to push ahead.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts.
AMENDMENT NO. 2213

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] proposes an amendment numbered
2213.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase the maximum Federal
Pell Grant award by $200 to $4,250)

At the end of title III (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . In addition to amounts otherwise
appropriated under this Act, there is appro-
priated, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, $836,000,000 for
carrying out subpart 1 of part A of title IV of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1070). Such additional appropriation shall be
used to increase the maximum Pell Grant for
which a student shall be eligible during
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award year 2006-2007 by $200 to $4,250, not-
withstanding the maximum Pell Grant
amount provided under the heading ‘‘STU-
DENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE” under this
title.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this is
a very modest amendment. It is tar-
geted to a program which is a lifeline
to millions of hard-working American
families in the form of education—the
Pell grant. The Pell grant is the major
instrument by which the Federal Gov-
ernment provides help and assistance
to needy families in this country. The
median income among families who
benefit from the grant is about $24,000
a year and the median income of inde-
pendent students who receive the grant
is less than $13,000 per year. These fam-
ilies need help and assistance in going
to college.

This particular amendment will raise
the Pell grant from $4,050 to $4,250. The
cost of the amendment is approxi-
mately $800 million.

I remind our colleagues of one of the
great statements made in this country
by an American Founding Father, John
Adams, whose 270th birthday we cele-
brate this week. He was the architect
of the Massachusetts State Constitu-
tion, written in 1780. Many of the ideas
from that constitution have been ac-
cepted in constitutions all over the
country. The one aspect that has been
replicated in every State constitution
is the State’s commitment to edu-
cating children. It is said so well in the
Massachusetts Constitution:

It will reward its patron and benefactors
by shedding its benign influence on the pub-
lic minds. Laws for the liberal education of
youth, especially of the lower class of people,
are so extremely wise and useful that to a
humane and generous mind no expense for
this purpose would be thought extravagant.

That is what this amendment says.
We are saying this Nation, at this
time, cannot afford to lose these young
minds. We have 400,000 young Ameri-
cans who are qualified and would be ac-
cepted to 4-year colleges on the basis of
their academic records if they had the
resources to be able to attend. It is an
indictment of our Nation if we fail to
provide these young people with an op-
portunity to receive an education, par-
ticipate in our society, and give some-
thing back to our country. We cannot
afford to lose them. The Pell grant is
the indispensable link between these
families and an education.

This Nation has always responded
when challenged in the areas of edu-
cation. In response to the Industrial
Revolution, we made a national com-
mitment to expand access to high
schools, and America prospered. It was
an extraordinary commitment and has
made an extraordinary difference in
the success of this Nation, both com-
mercially and militarily.

At the time of World War II, we had
12 to 14 million Americans who
served—many for 3, 5, 6, 7 years—in the
Armed Forces of our country. When
they returned, President Roosevelt of-
fered the GI bill. That would open the
doors of opportunity for education. For
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all who came back from World War II,
who had been out fighting for our Na-
tion, they would have the benefits of
an education. By the millions, they
took advantage of the GI bill.

In reviewing the investment made by
this Government, the figures show for
every $1 invested in education, it was
returned seven times by those who re-
ceived or benefitted from the GI bill.
We extended education benefits in the
time of the Vietnam war. Also, when
challenged technologically in 1957 with
the launch of Sputnik—we had a Re-
publican President, Democratic Con-
gress—we recognized the need to dra-
matically improve math and science
achievement in this country. We passed
the National Defense Education Act to
strengthen both our national security
and our global competitiveness, and
the Federal investment in education
doubled, with a strong focus on math
and science education.

At that time the Federal Govern-
ment was spending 5 cents out of every
$1 on education. Now we are at 1%
cents, and going south. Do we under-
stand that? Only 1%2 cents out of every
Federal dollar is spent on education,
and we are going, effectively, south. I
think this is not the kind of priority
the American people expect and the
American people want. This is a very
modest amendment, especially against
that background. The amendment
raises the maximum Pell grant by $200.

Let me first show what has happened
to the Pell grant over the period of re-
cent years. Some of us remember the
great debates we had in the 1960s. One
of the principal issues in the 1960 cam-
paign was: Should we provide help and
assistance to young people in the form
of education? That was heavily debated
in the Presidential debates at that
time. A judgment and decision was
made when the votes were in and Presi-
dent Kennedy won. One of the first
things he did was submit a higher edu-
cation bill, which was eventually
passed in 1965.

There was a great debate at that
time: Should we provide help and as-
sistance to the child or should we pro-
vide help and assistance to the univer-
sity? The decision was made that we
would provide it to the young student
so the student would have the flexi-
bility to be able to go to the college of
their choice.

In 1965, when the higher education
bill was passed, the Federal funding for
education was close to 80 percent in
grants and 20 percent in loans, for stu-
dents who qualified for grants. Those
were families in the lowest income
bracket. The Pell grant was used ex-
tensively and benefitted millions of
young people.

This chart shows what has happened
with the Pell grant between 1985 and
2005. It shows the shrinking buying
power of the Pell grant over the past 20
years. We find that during the 1985-1986
school year the maximum Pell grant
covered 57 percent of the cost of at-
tendance at a 4-year public institution.
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We see, as the cost of education has
gone up, that the purchasing power of
the Pell grant has steadily declined. In
the 2005-2006 school year the maximum
grant covers only 33 percent of the cost
of college attendance.

Look at this. This is a chart that
shows the gap between the maximum
Pell grant and the cost of attending
college, which continues to increase.
This is a reflection of the gradual in-
crease in tuition over the recent years,
from 2001 and 2002 up to 2005 and 2006.
This shows the gap—now nearly $8,100.
Here, this green line shows the max-
imum Pell grant which has been effec-
tively stable during that period of
time, while the cost of attending a 4-
year public college has been going up
and up and up, putting enormous pres-
sure on these families who have lim-
ited opportunities and resources.

The Federal Government provides
Pell grants. It provides Stafford loans.
States and local communities also pro-
vide help and assistance to students.
Here is an indication of what is hap-
pening in our States. This chart re-
flects the State and local funding per
full-time student at public institu-
tions, which has declined some 16 per-
cent since 2001.

What all of this says is that the pur-
chasing power of the Pell grant has
gone down. There are hundreds of thou-
sands of children who are not going to
college because they are unable to af-
ford it. We have seen that the help and
assistance given to needy students has
dropped at the State and local levels,
but the costs have been continuing to
go higher and higher.

This amendment requires a judgment
and decision about a nation’s prior-
ities: whether we believe, as a nation,
in the importance of supporting edu-
cation and making education available
to all young people, and for which we
are prepared to support this very mod-
est increase.

It is useful to make a judgment based
upon what we think we need here in
the United States. But it is also rel-
evant to get some idea about what is
happening in other countries that are
increasingly competing with the Amer-
ican economy. Here is an example. The
numbers of engineering graduates in
China and India far outpace that of the
United States. In China, it is 600,000; in
India, 350,000; in the United States,
70,000, and many of these are foreign
students who, more likely than not,
will be returning to their home coun-
tries.

We cannot expect to have a first-rate
economy with a second-rate edu-
cational system. It does not work that
way. Not only will we not have a first-
rate economy, but we will not have a
first-rate military with a second-rate
educational system.

This is not going to be the answer to
all of our problems in terms of edu-
cation. Later in the debate we consider
other amendments to increase support
for education and to improve math and
science achievement. But this amend-
ment is essential to ensuring every
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American has an opportunity to go to
college.

Fewer and fewer good jobs are avail-
able for those without a college edu-
cation. When I first came to the Sen-
ate, the greatest employer down in
Quincy, Massachusetts was the Quincy
Shipyard. I would say 90 percent of
those workers had a high school edu-
cation. They had a pretty good middle-
class life. They worked hard. They got
some time off to spend with their fami-
lies. More often than not, they would
be able to take a couple weeks with
their children over the course of the
summertime. There was a great sense
of community. There was great in-
volvement in all of the activities in the
community, and people were able to
make a very decent and good living,
just as their parents had, working at
that Quincy Fore River Shipyard.

Generally speaking, if you look back
40 or 45 years ago, an individual had
one job. More often than not, they kept
that job their whole life. Now we know
that workers entering the workforce
today will have eight or nine different
jobs during their lifetimes. Investing in
education and continuing training has
to be a lifelong national commitment.

This particular amendment is fo-
cused on those who are just entering
the educational process after they get
out of high school and those who are
from low-income families. We need the
skills of those young people. We can-
not, as a nation, afford to let those
skills go untapped. We cannot effec-
tively write off a whole segment of our
Nation because it’s too expensive to go
on into higher education. And too
often, that is what is happening.

We have all seen the statistics about
the increased cost of gasoline, the in-
creased cost of prescription drugs, the
increased cost of energy, particularly
in my part of the country. We have
talked about that and debated it here
in the last few weeks.

But we have also seen at other times
that those in the basic middle income,
even though they have seen very dra-
matic increases in productivity, in
what they have been able to produce,
have not seen a significant increase in
their wages or in their family income
over the period of these past years.
That is a fact. That has been a reality.
So there is increasing pressure.

We find out that even for those fami-
lies who are able to patch together the
means to get to college, even with the
Pell grants today, more often than not,
it takes the average family—even with
their limited ability to borrow—over 20
years to pay back those loans that
were needed to meet the cost of getting
their child into higher education.

We are trying to say to Americans,
to children of hard-working American
people, that we recognize that edu-
cation is a key to opportunity in this
country. Our chart demonstrates the
difference between the lifetime earn-
ings of individuals with college degrees
and those without them $1 million over
a lifetime.
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A key value in our society is fairness.
The reality is, we, as a country, can
well afford—in the richest nation in
the world—to offer a helping hand to
those who have limited incomes in the
form of Pell grants. So this is an issue
of fairness. It is an issue of oppor-
tunity.

It is also a question of competitive-
ness. If we do not have a solid edu-
cational system, we are not going to be
a first-rate nation commercially or
militarily. At a time when we are feel-
ing the increasing forces of world com-
petition, we see what is happening in
other countries. Now we are not just
exporting blue-collar jobs out of the
heartland of our Nation; we are find-
ing, increasingly, that high-tech jobs
are not only moving out, but that
many of our high-tech industries are
moving out to take advantage of the
training and education in other coun-
tries, particularly in India, and other
places in the world.

So it is about fairness. It is about op-
portunity. It is about competition.

Finally, as I mentioned, it is about
national security. We need to have in
our military the best-trained, best-led
troops. But they also need the best in
terms of technology. This requires
well-trained and educated personnel.
Unless we have a talented pool of col-
lege graduates, our military, our intel-
ligence community, all of our employ-
ers, and our Nation are going to suffer.
And we won’t have that talented pool
unless we provide opportunities for our
young people. This amendment takes a
step in the right direction.

Mr. President, $200 does not sound
like a lot when we are talking about
the billions of dollars in this budget.
But today we know that a $200 increase
in student aid would mean that hun-
dreds of thousands of students would be
able to afford college. Two hundred dol-
lars does not sound like a lot, but it is
a lot to low-income families. It is a lot
for millions of working families, as
they are looking at their bills and try-
ing to make adjustments and trying to
make college a priority. It is a lot, and
it is something we ought to respond to
in this particular appropriations bill.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with my friend and col-
league, Senator KENNEDY, in offering
an amendment to increase the max-
imum Pell grant award by $200. If ap-
proved, this amendment would result
in a $4,250 maximum Pell grant—an
amount well below what is needed, but
still important in addressing the crisis
of lack of college affordability.

The College Board reports that stu-
dents in the college class of 2010 will
pay more, on average, for their post-
secondary education than any other
class in American history. The average
4-year private school now costs $21,235
each year and the average 4-year public
institution costs $5,491 a year. And
every year college costs are increasing
at a rate faster than inflation. Last
yvear the Consumer Price Index in-
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creased by 5.2 percent. But the cost of
private 4-year schools went up 5.9 per-
cent and public schools went up 7.1 per-
cent.

A Pell grant increase is a step in the
right direction to make college more
affordable. Over the last few decades,
college financial aid simply hasn’t kept
up with the rising cost of attendance.
Twenty years ago, in the 1985-1986
school year, the maximum Federal Pell
grant covered nearly 60 percent of the
cost of the tuition, fees, room, and
board of a 4-year public university.
Today the maximum Pell grant covers
less than 40 percent of those costs.
More students take out loans and more
are falling into debt. Fifty percent of
today’s college students graduate in
debt, owing an average of $15,500. Many
students owe even more. At Pace Uni-
versity in New York, 55 percent of stu-
dents graduate owing an average
$28,695. At New York University the
debtloads are alarmingly similar. And
at Hartwick College, nestled in the
foothills of the Catskills Mountains, 72
percent of students graduate owing an
average of $31,206, the second heaviest
student debt-burden of any liberal arts
college in the Nation.

Over the next 6 months, students in
America’s high school class of 2006 will
decide whether or not to go to college.
We need to make sure that students
can afford college, not frighten them
with a mountain of debt.

More and more, a college degree is
essential in our modern economy. And
helping students pay for college pays
for itself. According to the College
Board, the average college graduate
earns 73 percent more over his or her
lifetime than the average high school
graduate. College graduates pay 78 per-
cent more in taxes to public coffers,
and they are less likely to draw on pub-
lic resources for programs like unem-
ployment insurance, food stamps, and
welfare. College graduates are less
likely to be incarcerated, and more
likely to volunteer in their commu-
nities, more likely to vote, more likely
to raise kids ready for school, and more
likely to start businesses that create
jobs.

We need to make sure every student
who wants to go can afford college. It’s
good social policy to make higher edu-
cation affordable, it’s good economic
policy, and it’s good budgetary policy.
Increasing the maximum Pell grant is
an essential part of making college af-
fordable. So, again, I want to thank
Senator KENNEDY for raising this crit-
ical issue and working with me to offer
this amendment and I urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of it.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong support of the Kennedy
amendment. I am proud to cosponsor
this amendment, which will increase
the maximum Pell grant by $200—in-
creasing the current $4,050 maximum
award to $4,250. This modest increase is
crucial to our efforts to ensure equal-
ity of access to higher education for all
students.
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The Pell Grant program is the larg-
est need-related post-secondary stu-
dent grant program administered by
the Department of Education. How-
ever, for three consecutive years the
maximum award has remained stag-
nant, accounting for less than 40 per-
cent of the costs of attending a public,
four year institution. Pell grant recipi-
ents have a median family income of
only $15,200, so these grants truly tar-
get the most needy students. This
amendment would provide an addi-
tional $10 million in need based aid to
Wisconsin and give 1,360 new students
the opportunity to make the dream of
higher education a reality. Our Na-
tion’s well-being depends on our ability
to provide greater access to higher edu-
cation, regardless of financial means. I
hope my colleagues will support this
important amendment and provide the
funding that our students need to suc-
ceed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator yields back.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
listened to the presentation by the
Senator from Massachusetts, and I do
not disagree with anything he said.
When he talks about the need for more
education funding, I agree with him.
When he talks about the importance
for the productivity of the TUnited
States on the economics sphere, when
he talks about the importance of edu-
cation for military preparedness, he
makes very valid points. And when he
talks about fairness, those are very im-
portant considerations.

I applaud the work he has done in the
field of education over his very distin-
guished career. He served for many
years as chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions, and now he is the rank-
ing member. He has addressed these
issues of education funding year in and
year out with logic and passion.

As chairman of the Appropriations
subcommittee, the job I have, and our
subcommittee does, and that of our ex-
cellent staff, is to make allocations,
with a budget of $145 billion, as to
where we are going to allocate the
money.

The Senator from Massachusetts has
asked for an increase of $836 million,
but there is no offset. That means he
has not found something in a budget of
$145 billion which would pay for his
amendment which would increase Pell
grants by $836 million. I would like to
increase Pell grants by $836 million
myself. The fact is, I would like to in-
crease them by more than that, if I
could make the allocation. But the
subcommittee is limited by what its al-
location is and what the budget resolu-
tion provides. That is $145 billion to al-
locate among all the education pro-
grams sponsored by the Federal Gov-
ernment, all of the health programs
sponsored by the Federal Government,
all of the programs of the Department
of Labor, and about $10, $11 billion on
related agencies.
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It is important to note that this
budget contains $812 million over last
yvear’s budget. So that in looking at the
Pell grants and in coming to a total
figure of $13.177 billion, a very signifi-
cant increase of $812 million over last
year which is hard to find in this budg-
et. But that is as far as we could
stretch to provide the money.

When you talk about Pell grants,
this has been a very high priority item
for this Senator. I took over the chair-
manship of the subcommittee after Re-
publicans took control of the Senate in
1994. In 1995, the Pell grant awards were
$2,340. We have increased them every
yvear: from $2,340 in 1995 to $2,470 in
1996; to $2,700 in 1997; to $3,000 in 1998;
to $3,125 in 1999; to $3,300 in the year
2000; $3,750 in 2001; $4,000 in 2002, and
$4,050 in 2003. We had to maintain it at
the same level in 2004; in 2005, the
same. That is where we stand. We had
to allocate last year $4.3 billion to pay
off an estimated shortfall in the Pell
grants. So we have paid a lot of atten-
tion to Pell grants and have put this on
a very high priority basis.

There are quite a number of other
programs in our education budget
which are directed to the same kinds of
considerations so eloquently articu-
lated by the Senator from Massachu-
setts. Student loans are a very big
point. This is well known. I think it is
worth noting that the new student loan
volume for 2006 fiscal year is in excess
of $62 billion, which is $10 billion over
the amount which was available in fis-
cal year 2004.

It is also important to note that
there are a number of other programs
which are directed to the same bene-
ficiaries who are recipients of the Pell
grants. We have, for example, $805 mil-
lion for the Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grant program, which is
an increase of $26 million. We have $66
million for loan cancellations. The Per-
kins loan program supports more than
$1 billion in low-interest loans to un-
dergraduate students, and there is
funding for loan cancellations. We have
$990 million in the Federal Work-Study
Program. We have over $65 million for
Leveraging Education Assistant Part-
nership programs. We have quite a
number of programs.

Tax credits and deductions in 2006 are
valued at a savings of $3.2 billion for
students and families through the
HOPE Scholarship tax credit; $2.1 bil-
lion under the Lifetime Learning Cred-
it; $1.8 billion for the above-the-line de-
duction on higher education expenses;
and $810 million in deductions for in-
terest paid on student loans.

These are a variety of programs
which are targeted and directed at peo-
ple who need help, who have loans, who
can’t pay their loans. None of that is to
say that the Pell grants are not vital
and that we wouldn’t be in a preferable
position nationally if we had the funds
to increase the Pell grants.

If the Senator from Massachusetts or
anyone has any idea as to how to
stretch these dollars further, I am in-
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terested to hear. If anybody has an idea
of increasing funding in any particular
line as a priority over some of the
other $145 billion we have in this bill, I
would be interested to hear and weigh
that too. But on the basis of this
record, we have stretched the dollars as
far as we can. As much as I agree with
everything the Senator from Massa-
chusetts has said, and as much as I
would like to raise the Pell grants, the
budget resolution does not give me, as
chairman, the discretion to do so.

For the edification of anybody who
may be watching on C-SPAN 2, listen-
ing to this debate—and I have at least
a few relatives listening—the next
movement is to raise a point of order,
although this may not be the appro-
priate time with further debate to take
place. But I do think it is in order now
to propound a unanimous consent re-
quest which will formalize the informal
agreement which Senator KENNEDY and
I arrived at earlier for 2:15 vote.

I ask unanimous consent that at 2:15
today, the Senate proceed to a vote in
relation to the Kennedy amendment on
Pell grants; provided further, that
there be 2 minutes equally divided for
debate prior to that vote and that no
second degree be in order to the amend-
ment prior to the vote.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. SPECTER. We may consume all
the time until 12:30, but there is a pos-
sibility that we may not. So if any
other Senator has an amendment to
offer, I urge that Senator to come to
the floor at this time so that we can
utilize all of the floor time for debate
on this important bill.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I see
the Senator from New Hampshire on
the floor. As I understand, he wanted
to be able to offer amendments.

Mr. SUNUNU. The Senator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. That would not upset
the current situation. I am glad to
yield to him.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

AMENDMENT NO. 2214

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, as the
Senator from Massachusetts indicated,
I would like to rise very briefly to offer
two amendments and then allow the
Senator from Massachusetts to con-
tinue with the remarks on his own
amendment. I will offer a few remarks,
but hopefully we can work out the
issues that might exist on these two
amendments.

I ask unanimous consent that the
pending amendments be set aside that
I might call up amendment No. 2214.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
SUNUNU] proposes an amendment numbered
2214.
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Mr. SUNUNU. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide for the funding of the

Low-Vision Rehabilitation Services Dem-

onstration Project)

After section 221, insert the following:

SEC. 222. For carrying out the Low-Vision
Rehabilitation Services Demonstration
Project by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, an additional $5,000,000:
Provided, That funds made available for gen-
eral department management under the
heading General Department Management
under the heading Office of the Secretary are
reduced by $5,000,000.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, this
amendment calls for $56 million to be
allocated to a vision rehabilitation
therapy demonstration program under
Medicare. It is an amendment that is
fully offset. This is a demonstration
program that was established under re-
port language crafted by Chairman
SPECTER last year. This is an oppor-
tunity to give seniors additional inde-
pendence by helping to cover some of
the cost of vision rehabilitation ther-
apy for those who have vision impair-
ment. It helps them to do the very
basic things of getting around their
home, getting outside the home, doing
errands. By maintaining this independ-
ence by dealing with vision problems,
we reduce the risk of injury and the
costs of injuries associated with vision
impairment.

As I indicated, it is offset. It is an ex-
isting program. This additional $5 mil-
lion in funding would ensure that the
demonstration is conducted across a
number of States, a number of cities,
so that CMS has the data it needs to
judge the efficacy of the program.

I encourage my colleagues to support
the amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2215

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to set the pending
amendments aside, and I call up
amendment No. 2215.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
SUNUNU] proposes an amendment numbered
2215.

Mr. SUNUNU. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase funding for community
health centers)

At the appropriate place in title II, insert
the following:

SEC. . Amounts appropriated in this
title for community health center programs
under section 330 of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 2564b) shall be increased by
$198,560,000. Notwithstanding any other pro-
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vision of this Act, amounts appropriated
under this Act shall be reduced on a pro rata
basis by $198,560,000.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, this
second amendment deals with commu-
nity health center funding. Community
health centers have been supported
broadly in Congress and very broadly
by the administration. What this
amendment does is bring the appro-
priate level of funding for community
health centers in this bill up to the
level requested by the President. Less
than 25 percent of the applications for
new community health centers were
funded last year. That indicates a need
for continued significant levels of fund-
ing.

Health centers are the first line of
defense for those who are served by
Medicaid, for those without insurance,
and for those who are underinsured.
Community health centers provide a
very strong, competent, qualified level
of service. They are absolutely instru-
mental in today’s health care environ-
ment.

This brings the funding up to the
President’s requested level. It is offset
so it is not subject to a point of order.
This bill is about setting priorities. I
respect the challenges the chairman
and the members of the subcommittee
have to deal with in setting priorities.
It is never easy. I provide a fractional
across-the-board reduction to support
this additional $200 million, but I am
certainly willing to work with the
chairman and members of the sub-
committee to find another appropriate
offset. I hope he and the Members of
the Senate will support my amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire for coming to the floor to offer
these amendments to move the bill
along.

His amendment for $198.5 million for
community health centers is certainly
directed to a good program. These are
very important health centers which
are of great assistance to the American
people. In the allocations of the fund-
ing, we have allocated for the next fis-
cal year in excess of $2 billion,
$2,037,871,000. The figure I gave was the
request, but the allocation is
$1,839,311,000, which is an increase of
$105 million over last year. Similar to
the considerations on the amendment
by the Senator from Massachusetts,
the subcommittee and the full Appro-
priations Committee have given delib-
eration to the various priorities and
believe this is the right figure.

It is a customary approach to suggest
an across-the-board cut. If you frac-
tionalize it, it comes out to a small fig-
ure. But still, it is important. It comes
out of the National Institutes of
Health. It comes out of the Centers for
Disease Control. It comes out of many
programs which are, I am at a loss as
to whether to say, barely adequately
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funded or underfunded or not suffi-
ciently funded, but they can’t spare the
money. This is a matter of priorities.
When the Senator from New Hampshire
says he would be glad to consider some
other offset, I would be pleased to work
with him on another offset. But in
order to have another offset from some
other allocation, there has to be proof
and a showing that adding $198.5 mil-
lion for community health centers is
more important to America than where
we have allocated it. And we have not
picked these figures with a dartboard,
Mr. President. We haven’t pulled them
out of the air. There has been laborious
effort going through the history of
these programs—how many we have,
what we can cut, what we can add to.
It is balanced off against many factors,
including the Pell grants we heard
about. So that it is necessary to oppose
the amendment, as much as I would
like to see more money in community
health centers and many other lines.

With respect to the effort to add $5
million to the rehabilitation vision
amendment, that, again, is another
good amendment, but, again, it is a
matter of allocation and where we will
get the money. The Senator from New
Hampshire would like to discuss the
matter further. I think that is always
useful, and I am prepared to undertake
that to see if some accommodation can
be made short of an outright opposi-
tion to the vote. So we will pursue
that.

I do thank him for coming to the
floor early in this debate and advanc-
ing ideas to help us move the bill
along, and that inspires me to ask 1 of
his 97 colleagues, aside from the 3 of us
who are in the Chamber now, to come
to the floor with other amendments so
we can keep this bill moving.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SUNUNU). The Senator from Massachu-
setts.

AMENDMENT NO. 2213

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
be added as cosponsors of my amend-
ment: Senators CLINTON, SCHUMER,
LIEBERMAN, MIKULSKI, KERRY, REID of
Nevada, LAUTENBERG, DAYTON, CANT-
WELL, KOHL, BINGAMAN, and DURBIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, first
of all, I thank the Senator from Penn-
sylvania. He has worked hard in terms
of prioritizing education, and certainly
it has been a priority of his service in
the Senate and also on the Appropria-
tions Committee. I appreciate that
kind of commitment, but he tells us
that we only have a given amount of
resources to allocate.

The Senate voted to add $5.4 billion
to the Budget Act. When we voted on
that issue earlier this year, it was $5.4
billion more for education—for edu-
cation. That was one of the few amend-
ments that passed when we had the de-
bate on the Budget Act—$5.4 billion
more for education. And when the
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budget came back, it did not come
back with that $5.4 billion. The House
had no increase for this purpose. The
conference committee did not split the
difference and come back with half.
They came back with zero. But a ma-
jority of the Members of this body
voted for that increase. Now we have
another chance, and here we are just
asking for $200 per Pell grant for the
neediest students in the country.

The Senate, when it had its oppor-
tunity on the budget, supported a very
enhanced funding level for higher edu-
cation, but it went over to the Budget
Committees behind closed doors and
came out with zero. So he is right. In
this particular budget that he has been
allocated there is not the flexibility to
very substantially enhance support for
education; nonetheless, I think this
amendment reflects the priorities of
the Senate in the earlier part of the
year and reflects the priorities of the
American people.

I am reminded that it isn’t just the
families who are affected. It isn’t just
the education community. The busi-
ness community also strongly supports
increased access to higher education.
Business leaders agree that education
is essential to our competitiveness.
Listen to what the Committee for Eco-
nomic Development says in a recent re-
port:

Education has been a major source of pro-
ductivity growth in the United States during
the postwar era. Education increases produc-
tive human capital, which in turn contrib-
utes to overall increases in economic growth.
Increases in a country’s average level of edu-
cational attainment by 1 year can generate
sizable increases in the annual economic
growth, as much as 6 to 16 percent.

Look at what happens, Mr. President.
Low income students enroll in college
at less than half the rate of their high-
income peers. These are students who
are qualified for college—who worked
hard, took rigorous courses and pre-
pared for college. And once they enroll,
only 6 percent of those low-income stu-
dents receive a BA compared to 40 per-
cent of those in the higher income lev-
els. We are talking about children with
comparable levels of academic achieve-
ment. Why is this happening? They are
equally qualified students, but they
have to leave college because of finan-
cial need. That is what this amend-
ment is addressing. It is a question of
priorities. We have the vote. If we are
able to get the votes on the floor of the
Senate, this will happen. This must be
a priority.

It certainly is for Natalie from Turn-
ers Falls, MA, a single mother enrolled
in college for the first time, who al-
ways lived below the Federal poverty
line. She writes that without Pell
grants ‘I would be stuck in this way of
life with no ‘light’ to look forward to.
. . . Knowledge is power and education
is key.”

It certainly is for Mary Susan from
Sacramento, CA, who went to college
and became a teacher. She writes: I
would not have been able to go to col-
lege to become a teacher if I didn’t
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have a Pell grant. I have been telling
students at the low-income school I
work at that they can go to college,
too, if they study hard and get good
grades. But if the Pell grants are not
available, many will not be able to go
to college.

Sara from Pensacola, FL, received
Pell grants when she was a single
mother enrolled in community college
and later a 4-year college. She received
her BA in English and is now employed
making four times the income she
made before earning her degree.

She writes: The Pell grant saw me
through college. Without it, there was
no way I could afford to go to school.
The Pell grant works.

Yvonne from Port Richey, FL, served
in the Air Force, then held a civilian
job which she lost after September 11.
She is now a single mother back in
school. She writes: If it were not for
the Pell grants I would not be able to
return to school and be retrained for a
new career.

Jen from Denver, CO, writes: The
only way I was able to attend college
was with grants and loans. Sixty thou-
sand dollars later I have a college de-
gree. Obviously, with loans this high I
was not fortunate to have parental
help. The $2,000 a year I received from
the Pell grant was substantial even
though so little. To take this away
from students is a tragedy. Cutting
funding for education of any Kkind is
wrong.

That is a person with a very modest
Pell grant. You see what a difference a
few dollars makes.

Scott in Georgia received Pell grants
during college, which helped him put
himself through college. He writes:
Pell grants gave me the ability to focus
more on school and work less part-time
hours. I am extremely grateful that the
Pell grant ensured that I didn’t make
any brash decisions based on lack of fi-
nances.

I am sure the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania has had the same experience I
have had. You go to so many of these
community colleges where these Pell
grants offer the opportunity for stu-
dents, and during the break time stu-
dents—instead of talking about their
books, instead of talking about lec-
tures—are talking about their next job
or where they are going to get the next
job and what it is like to be working in
that particular job. That is what is
happening increasingly as our young
gifted, talented people are being con-
stantly squeezed. Our country is be-
coming more divided between the
haves and have-nots. The Pell grant,
which has been the key to opportunity,
has always been something that has
kept the door constantly open for so
many young people.

As I say, it is the key to opportunity.
It is the key to competitiveness, the
key to national security. And it is the
real key to fairness. Education ought
to have a very special place in our na-
tional priorities.

I appreciate what the chairman has
done in the area of education, but it
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does seem to me that the Senate as a
whole should reflect that kind of high
priority by ensuring expansive oppor-
tunities so our young people who have
gifts and talents are able to get into
school—public and private universities,
community colleges, and others—and
they are able to be a part of the Amer-
ican dream.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, just by
way of a very brief comment as to the
contentions raised by the Senator from
Massachusetts, I recall his amendment
on the budget resolution for $5 billion.
I recall it very well because I voted for
it. As I recollect it—we are checking
the record now—it was a one-vote mar-
gin. There was considerable consterna-
tion about not having that amendment
go to conference. I stayed with the
Senator from Massachusetts on the $5
billion because I share his concern for
education. And then it went to con-
ference, as our procedures moved it
through, and it was dropped. So Sen-
ator KENNEDY’s $5 billion with which I
agreed is not there anymore. And if it
were there, we would have a good bit
more money to add to the Pell grants.
If I could find more money for the Pell
grants, I would like to. If we could re-
play the cards of what happened on the
$56 billion, I would like to do that, too.
But I am confronted with a situation
where I have an allocation that came
through the process of the Senate, and
I have to work within that framework.
The priorities are established as best
we can.

I think it is appropriate now for Sen-
ators who have the floor—we are going
to vote at 2:15—to raise the point of
order so it is on the record.

Mr. President, in anticipation of the
vote at 2:15 for purposes of the record,
I do raise a point of order under section
302(f) of the Congressional Budget Act,
as amended, that the amendment pro-
vides budget authority and outlays in
excess of the subcommittee’s 302(b) al-
location under the fiscal year 2006 con-
current resolution on the budget and
therefore is not in order.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 904 of the Budget Act of
1974 T move to waive the applicable sec-
tion of the Budget Act in reference to
the pending amendment, and I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. The yeas and nays are ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, we
have 33 minutes between now and the
time of our policy luncheons when it is
our practice to adjourn, so I would en-
courage my colleagues to come to the
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floor to offer an amendment. In the ab-
sence of any other Senator in the
Chamber seeking recognition, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURR). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

TIMEFRAME FOR U.S. MILITARY MISSION IN TRAQ

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I had
the opportunity to give three speeches
on the floor so far about issues con-
cerning the fight against terrorism
globally and the relationship of the
Iraq war to that struggle and that bat-
tle.

Today, I come to the floor to talk
about why I think we need a timeframe
for the withdrawal of U.S. troops from
Iraq. I do not mean a rigid timetable,
nor do I mean a timetable that is not
connected to clear and achievable
benchmarks. But what we do need is a
public, flexible, realistic timetable
that will tell people when and how we
expect to finish the military mission in
Iraq.

As my colleagues may know, I have
suggested a target date of December 31,
2006, the end of next year, for the com-
pletion of our military mission. Today,
I want to talk a little bit about why a
flexible timetable for withdrawal will
help make the U.S. stronger and our
enemies weaker.

Some have argued that a timetable is
designed to appeal to the American
public, that it has no relationship to
our security or to our achieving policy
goals in Iraq. Actually, it is just the
opposite. I proposed a timeframe be-
cause I think it has everything to do
with improving our national security
strategy.

Our fundamental national security
goal must be to combat the global ter-
rorist networks that attacked and con-
tinue to threaten the United States.
An increasing number of military ex-
perts and members of the public have
concluded that our military presence
in Iraq is not consistent with that goal
and that it is, in fact, undermining
that goal. I think it has become in-
creasingly clear that we have created a
breeding ground for terrorism in Iraq
and that the apparent indefinite pres-
ence of tens of thousands of U.S. troops
is often fueling, not dampening, the in-
surgency in that country.

Melvin Laird, a former Republican
Congressman from my State of Wis-
consin, who was the Defense Secretary
under Richard Nixon, said:

We owe it to the rest of the people back
home to let them know there is an exit
strategy. And more important, we owe it to
the Iraqi people. Our presence is what feeds
the insurgency. And our gradual withdrawal
would feed the confidence and the ability of
average Iraqis to stand up to the insurgents.

GEN George Casey, the commanding
general of the allied forces in Iraq,
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made a similar point in testimony to
Congress last month. He testified that:

getting Iraqis into leading the
counterinsurgency effort as they are capable
will allow us to gradually reduce the visi-
bility of coalition forces across Iraq and, ul-
timately, as conditions warrant, to begin to
reduce our presence in Iraq, taking away an
element that fuels the insurgency; that is,
the perception of occupation.

He went on to call reducing the visi-
bility and presence of coalition forces a
key element of our overall
counterinsurgency strategy.

Melvin Laird and General Casey
know that our presence has fed this in-
surgence, making it easy for the insur-
gents to convince new recruits that we
are there to stay.

Mr. President, I know, you know—we
all know—that is not the fault of our
men and women in uniform who are
serving courageously; it is the fault of
the administration for sending them
into battle without a clearly defined or
well-thought-out mission.

In February, I asked one of the top
allied commanders in Iraq when I was
there in the Green Zone what would
happen if we suggested to the world
that there is a timeframe for achieving
our military mission. This is what I
asked him. His response to me, which
of course was off the record, was that,
“nothing would take the wind out of
the sails of the insurgents more’’ than
providing a clear public plan and time-
frame for a remaining U.S. mission.

The President himself in June told
the Nation that he did not support put-
ting more troops into Iraq because, he
said, ‘‘sending more Americans would
suggest that we intend to stay for-
ever.”

Even the President has acknowledged
the problem with feeding the insur-
gency if it appears our presence there
is permanent, or ever expanding. I
think that same logic applies to the
President’s refusal to issue a public
timetable.

To the extent that we do not explain
what our military goals in Iraq are and
when we hope to achieve them, we are
playing into the hands of the insur-
gents. The insurgents are motivated by
our presence and they feed off con-
spiracy theories and suspicions regard-
ing American intentions. And, of
course, our brave service-members and
their families deserve some clarity
about how long they are likely to re-
main in Iraq.

The President is one of an ever-nar-
rowing group of people who believe
that a timetable works against our
goals in Iraq. Military experts, people 1
talked to in Iraq, and the American
people increasingly agree that the ad-
ministration’s refusal to even suggest a
timetable for meeting our military
goals in Iraq is feeding the insurgency.

The lack of a timetable doesn’t just
feed the insurgency, it also discourages
Iraqi ownership of their own political
process. By making it clear that the
U.S. will not be there indefinitely, we
will help the Iraqis move toward the
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real political independence they need
and dispel some of the cynicism about
American intentions that empowers
some of the more extreme elements of
Iraqi society.

Finally, a timetable is important be-
cause it enables us to devote more re-
sources to the other national security
issues that demand our attention. To
fight the global terrorist networks that
threaten the U.S., we need to focus en-
ergy and resources on countering
emerging terrorist tactics, dealing
with the threat of ‘‘loose nukes,” and
repairing the damage to our Army, to
name just a few urgent priorities.
Drawing down U.S. troops in Iraq will
allow us to focus on these priorities. It
is time to make sure that our Iraq pol-
icy is advancing, not undermining, our
national security goals.

The administration and its allies
have offered various arguments as to
why they can’t or won’t come up with
a clear plan and timeline for military
success in Iraq.

One argument has been that the U.S.
pullouts from Somalia in the 1990s and
Lebanon in the 1980s emboldened ter-
rorists and others who oppose Amer-
ican interests. To pull out of Iraq with-
out having put down the Iraqi insur-
gency once and for all would sup-
posedly be another sign of American
weakness.

But our decisions about national se-
curity shouldn’t be made based on con-
jecture about the ‘‘message’ that some
might perceive. No one, including the
Bush administration, can know how
the insurgents in Iraq might feel about
the withdrawal of U.S. troops from
Iraq. We do know, however, that right
now we are making the insurgency
stronger with our indefinite presence
in Iraq, and our failure to articulate a
timetable for military withdrawal. We
also know that our commitment of re-
sources—money, troops, time—to Iraq
is detracting from our ability to focus
on our most pressing national security
goals and stretching our military to
the breaking point. Terrorists will not
feel particularly emboldened about us
putting our Iraq policy on track so
that we can focus our attention on
eliminating them. The President sug-
gests that if he issues a timetable for
how long he expects U.S. troops to re-
main in Iraq, our enemies will think
that we are weak. But without a plan
to finish our military mission, our en-
emies will know that we have fallen
into a trap and we can’t figure out how
to get out. That is what they will know
if we do not apply some common sense
to this situation.

When I pressed Secretary Rice on the
need for a timetable last week, she re-
sponded that “‘we’d like our discussions
of withdrawal and of bringing down the
numbers of forces to be results-based
rather than time-based.”” But of course
a timetable should be results-based. As
I have said over and over, any time-
table needs to be flexible and needs to
be tied to achievable benchmarks. The
point is to have some idea of when
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those benchmarks, those results, can
be achieved. Without such a timetable,
and without -clear, realistic bench-
marks. we cannot hold ourselves ac-
countable for meeting our goals. Nor
can we give our troops and the Amer-
ican people the clarity they deserve
about their mission.

The Bush administration, with all
these arguments, has succeeded in one
thing: in intimidating people into not
uttering the words ‘‘timetable,” or
“timeframe,” or ‘‘target date’ for fin-
ishing the military mission. But with
the words of Republicans like Melvin
Laird and military leaders like General
Casey, more and more people under-
stand that having a flexible timetable
will strengthen our national security.
This is not a timetable where the ob-
jective is troop withdrawal, the objec-
tive is to focus on our national secu-
rity needs and the timetable is one step
towards that goal. A timetable is not
about domestic politics—it’s about un-
dercutting insurgency recruiting and
unity, encouraging more Iraqi owner-
ship and responsibility, and creating
space for other important U.S. national
security efforts.

I again emphasize that the timeframe
I have proposed is a flexible one—not a
drop-dead date, not a deadline, not a
formula for ‘‘cut and run.” It is linked
with a call for more clarity about what
we want the U.S. military to achieve in
Iraq.

Please note that I am only referring
to a timeframe for the military mis-
sion in Iraq, not for our broader polit-
ical and other missions in Iraq. We all
understand that our engagement in
Iraq will not end with the U.S. military
mission. We will still have a great deal
of tough diplomatic work to do in Iraq
well after the bulk of U.S. troops leave,
and probably some serious security co-
operation as well.

We will continue to devote resources
to Iraq, without a doubt. But as it
stands today, we have focused on Iraq
to the exclusion of critically important
national security priorities. And we
have done so at great cost to the out-
standing men and women of the U.S.
military, and to their families. When I
speak to service men and women in
Wisconsin and in Iraq, and when I
speak to their families, their pride in
their service is evident and it is well
earned. But their frustration with this
open-ended commitment, with the
stop-loss orders and the multiple de-
ployments, with the extensions and the
uncertainties, is equally evident, and it
is very painful. We can do better by
them, by insisting on clarity, by insist-
ing on accountability, and by assuring
them that we have a plan with clear
and achievable goals.

We must stop feeding the insurgency
in Iraq, and focus on the fight against
the terrorist networks that threaten
the security of the American people. A
timetable can make us stronger, and
our enemies weaker. That is the strat-
egy we must pursue, and I look forward
to working with colleagues here in the
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Senate to move such a proposal for-
ward. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to set aside the
pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DAYTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent, the previous order notwith-
standing, that I might speak for up to
15 minutes as in morning business to
eulogize my former colleague, Senator
Paul Wellstone.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

HONORING THE LATE SENATOR
PAUL WELLSTONE

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, 3 years
ago today a chartered plane crashed in
northeastern Minnesota killing Min-
nesota’s senior Senator, Paul
Wellstone, his wife Sheila, and their
daughter Marcia. Also on board were
Mary McEvoy, our State Democratic
Party’s associate chair; Tom Lapic, a
long-time Senate staffer; a young aide,
Will McLaughlin; and two pilots. There
were no survivors.

They were flying to Minnesota’s
famed Iron Range to attend a friend’s
father’s funeral when the plane crashed
just before landing and before Senator
Wellstone’s reelection just 11 days
away.

Paul and I were political allies and
personal friends for over 20 years, and
he was my colleague and mentor dur-
ing my first 2 years in the Senate. In
1982, Paul was the Democratic Farmer-
Labor or DFL candidate for State audi-
tor in Minnesota, while I was its can-
didate for the Senate. We both lost.

Eight years later, we switched. Paul
ran for the Senate; I ran for auditor.
We both won. In between, we officed
and worked together on energy and
economic development programs for
the Governor of Minnesota and became
good friends. When Paul ran for reelec-
tion to the Senate in 1996, I agreed to
be his finance chair. Paul hated fund-
raising as much as I did, so we made
quite a team. Fortunately, Paul’s great
popularity in Minnesota and his na-
tionwide reputation as champion for
important, progressive causes pre-
vailed, and he won a decisive reelection
victory. Four years later, Paul helped
me win my election to the Senate.

Everyone who knew Paul and Sheila
Wellstone knows that they were ex-
traordinary, unmatchable, and irre-
placeable. Marcia, Mary, Tom, and Will
were very accomplished and special
people in their own rights, and their
losses were as searing to their families
and friends as Paul’s and Sheila’s.

Senator Paul Wellstone was unique.
He was the leader, the heart, and the
soul of Minnesota’s Democratic Party.
He had more passionately devoted fol-
lowers, supporters, and political orga-
nizers than anyone else in Minnesota,
perhaps more than anyone in our
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State’s political history, for Paul
Wellstone was truly a man of, by, and
for the people, especially, as he jok-
ingly referred to himself and to them,
the little fellers. He stood for, spoke
for, and worked for the many against
the powerful, the wealthy, and the nar-
row special interests.

In 1990, he pulled one of the greatest
political upsets ever by defeating a
well-entrenched Republican incum-
bent, despite being outspent by 7 to 1
and being 40 percent behind in the polls
at Labor Day. He came to Washington,
immersed himself in the work of the
Senate, and over his 12 years, won re-
spect and friendships on both sides of
the aisle.

Whether they agreed or disagreed
with Paul, everyone knew that he truly
believed his position was right, that he
passionately cared about the people he
was trying to help, and that he had the
unflinching courage of his convictions.
He also had the oratory eloquence to
win skeptics to his side and the gen-
uine good humor to keep even his oppo-
nents his friends.

He used his skills, his terrific mind
always absorbing new ideas, his nation-
wide network of friends and advisers,
his growing seniority in the Senate,
and his passion and persistence to ac-
complish much more than time permits
me to recount. During his first term,
he authored and passed the landmark
“gift ban’ legislation that virtually
eliminated all lobbyist gifts to Mem-
bers of Congress and staffers. He was
an original cosponsor of the McCain-
Feingold campaign finance reform bill.
In Paul’s own words, he said:

I am proud to be a politician because I be-
lieve strongly in democracy. My father, a
Jewish immigrant from Russia whose family
had to move from town to town because of
czarist persecution, taught me to cherish
free elections and the idea of ‘‘government
of, by, and for the people.” But I am not
proud of the current state of campaigns and
politics in our country.

The ethical issue in our time is that money
has come to dominate politics and the de-
mocracy my father so deeply believed in is
so severely compromised. Campaigns match
image-makers against image-makers, poll-
sters against pollsters, and millions of dol-
lars against millions of dollars. It is a super-
ficial, trivialized politics of attack ads, ma-
nipulated advertising and 9 second sound
bites. Most importantly, money corrupts the
process. This is a much more serious corrup-
tion than the wrongdoing of a single indi-
vidual. This is the kind of corruption which
results in too few people having too much
wealth, power, and say and too many people
being denied a voice. It is the politics of de-
mocracy for the few, not democracy for the
many.

Paul also worked tirelessly for years
in partnership with Senator DOMENICI
to enact mental health parity, requir-
ing that mental illness be treated simi-
lar to any other illness. This important
cause pitted Senators WELLSTONE and
DOMENICI against very powerful and
profitable special interests—insurance
companies and for-profit health pro-
viders, whose profits increased by not
providing or not paying for needed
health care services.
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